This paper proposes to assess the knowledge and dynamics of Committees/Councils in the discussions and deliberations on the raw water charges in Brazil and in Portugal. The comparison is limited to the evaluation of a Committee and Council and not necessarily reflect the operation of other CBHs, in Brazil, or Councils, in Portugal. It was analyzed the minutes of the meetings of the Paraíba River Basin Committee (CBH-PB) and the Alentejo River Basin Council Region (CRH-Alentejo) as well as interviews with members of the two collective bodies. For the Brazilian case, it appears that CBH-PB members discussed and deliberated on the values and mechanisms for raw water charges. In Portugal, the definition of values and the way of application of the raw water charge (TRH) was held at the central level, without the CRH-Alentejo having the opportunity to argue, not fulfilling its role as a consultative body water management. Water Resources Policies have to gain strength by promoting public participation through discussion formats and being able to engage key stakeholders as well as creating conditions for the development of cooperative relations.
INTRODUCTION
The National Water Resources Policy (PNRH) in Brazil was established by Law 9,433/1997 (BRASIL, 1997 , which ensures the water users, civil society and the Government participation. The importance of this envolvement in water basin committees aims to strengthen negotiation and building partnerships (MALHEIROS; PROTA; RINCÓN, 2013) .
According to Article 38 of the Federal Law (BRASIL, 1997) , the water basin committee is the review body to promote the discussion about the issues related to water resources and to coordinate the activities of the entities involved.
In Paraiba, the State Water Resources Policy (PERH), established by Law 6,308/96 (PARAÍBA, 1996) (altered in 2007 by Law 8,446/07 (PARAÍBA, 2007 , to conform to the guidelines of PNRH) provides, in Article 10-B, the proposal of charging mechanisms, and intends to make users responsible and aware of their importance. The proposal suggests the amounts to be charged, on the basis of economic and financial feasibility studies and introduces the impact of any charge on the activities and competitiveness of agribusiness and family farming, as well as on the creation of jobs in the region. Regarding the participation, Article 1 states that the Basin Committees (PARAÍBA, 2007) , should be organs of participatory and decentralized management.
European Union has highlighted the public consultation on environmental issues, in policies and documents. This is the case of Aarhus Convention, which guarantees citizen participation in decision making, recognizing public access to information and to justice in environmental matters (FLORIN, 2013) . European Union Water Framework Directive (WFD) gives support to public participation in water management, which is also reflected in national legislation. Law 58/2005 adapted into national law Directive 2000/60/EC of the European Union. In Article 12 (PORTUGAL, 2005) of the Portuguese law it is established to the Regional Water Councils, among other powers, to give an opinion on the proposed water resources fee.
Approaches to the water management models are diverse. It is possible to see a highlight to the works that focused on two possibilities of analysis on the subject: the discussion about the legitimacy of these water management models and the government's ability to prepare and implement public policies able to meet the demands of society as highlight some authors (CAMPOS, FRACALANZA, 2010; ABERS et al., 2009) .
This research aims to analyze the knowledge of the dynamics of a Committee on the charging for bulk water use (in Brazil) which was discussed and approved by the Basin Committee and the Water Resources Fee (in Portugal) which was promoted and introduced by government (without the participation of the Councils), It seeks to reflect on the role of these collective bodies as decision environments.
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MODELS
Public participation can be defined as a process in which individuals, groups and organizations opt for an active role in making decisions that affect them (WANDERSMAN, 1981; MARSH; FREWER, 2004; MILANI, 2008; REED, 2008; DUCKER; MORGAN, 2012; DIEGUES, 2012) . Dias (2002) adds that participation allows ordinary people to be incorporated into the formulation processes, decision making and implementation of public policies. The different types of participation have been developed to understand the differences between the approaches and the associated methods and to understand the contexts in which they are more appropriate. Among the types of participation, the literature contains: Typology based on different degrees of participation (ARNSTEIN 1969; GOETZ; GAVENTA, 2001; LAWRENCE, 2006) ; Typology presented as a wheel of participation (DAVIDSON, 1998; FREWER, 2000) ; Typology based on a theoretical framework: rules and/or pragmatic participation (THOMAS, 1993; BEIERLE, 2002) and Typology based on the objectives for which participation is used (TIPPETT; HANDLEY; RAVETZ, 2007) . Reed (2008) points out that these types can be used a priori to choose the type of desired participation or can be used post-hoc, to categorize the type of participation that occurred.
Jacobi (2002) comments on the following forms of participation: i) consultative participation -which does not interfere directly in the decision process, which occurs both in the planning phase and/or the definition and implementation of public policies phase. It implies the sharing of decision-making power over management processes and policy formulation; ii) termination/supervisory interest -implies intervention in the course of public life, representing participation in decision making by interfering directly in the modus operandi of public administration. In this type of participation it is assumed that the people are envolved in the control and in the possibility of corrective actions and/or redefinitions of public affairs. In Brazil, the form of participation is more focused on resolving model/inspection, supported by federal law (Law 9,433/1997) (BRASIL, 1997) that determines in one of its principles that the management should be decentralized and participatory. As for water resources management in Portugal, the advisory feature can be considered more present, especially when related to the Councils of Hydrographic Region.
The information discussed in public participation spaces gives those involved the opportunity to express their opinions, and allows public authorities to be aware of such concerns. Several authors emphasize the importance of participation in the definition of water resources management systems (HIRSCH et al., 2010; PERKINS, 2011; GOVERNAT, 2010; HERNÁNDEZ-MORA, BALLESTER, 2011; JACOB; EÇA, 2013; ABERS, KECK 2013) . Despite the world reference experiences have served to mark the adoption of public participation, there are now different situations involving the institutionalization of this practice, varying formats and levels, presenting results and various difficulties (VASCONCELOS et al., 2011) .
According to Participation Ladder Arnstein (1969) , the Hydrographic Regional Councils in Portugal are at a level of information and consultation (which allow participants to express themselves). But these conditions do not guarantee that their views are taken into account. However, state River Basin Committees as weel as National River Basin Committees in Brazil can be considered at a higher Partnership step (which allows negotiation and engagement with decision makers).
Literature suggests that the authors oscillate between the indication of the democratic potential, as well as the innovative character of participatory spaces and skepticism about the nature Ribeiro et al. of participation in decision making (BISWAS, 2008; PERKINS, 2011; VEIGA; MAGRINI, 2013) . Booth and Halseth (2011) state that since the 1990s the literature on public participation has grown. After 40 years of research and practice, several authors claim that there is still no clear consensus on what "good" public involvement processes are. Although the legislation of some countries ensure participatory approach, there is little discussion about charging for water use and participatory process (BERRETA, 2013) . Bulk water charge has a fundamental role in the management of water resources. It is the economic character instrument that aims to control and minimize the shortage by pricing raw water. The charge is often promoted for its incentive effects and can promote two positive consequences: efficiency in the use and efficiency in the distribution of water resources (FREITAS; FRACALANZA, 2012; OECD, 2012; DINAR; POCHAT; ALBIAC, 2015).
BULK WATER CHARGE MODEL
There are two distinct characteristics in the implementation process of charging bulk water. One of them is the bottom-upwhere stakeholders discuss the water use charge, a decentralized management model. And in other cases, the collection definition is not open to the examination committee members, featuring a centralized procedure management (top-down).
The role of the representatives in this process is of great importance once they should work for the interests of the people they represent in decision-making. However, this does not necessarily happen in the participatory spaces. Thus, the quality of representation and the broadening of the debate on issues related to water resources are affected. Perkins (2011) points out that the cases where there is public engagement, sponsored by the government -that the terms and limits of debate are defined in advance by the authorities -are fundamentally more conservative than in the context where the organization is initiated by the community.
In Brazil, participatory institutions appear as one of the major innovations that have occurred in democracy since the 1980s. People are involved in the discussion and in possible corrective actions related to management tools. Decision making is determined by voting, decreasing government control. With the implementation of Federal Law 9, 433/1997 433/ (BRASIL, 1997 , which established the National Water Resources Policy (PNRH) and created the National Water Resources Management System (SINGREH), there was a big boost to the water management process in Brazil. Federal Law introduced a new paradigm for water management, highlighting the principle of decentralization of water management, with the participation of governments, users and communities in the decision making process. The Brazilian model is innovative once, driven by the concept of sustainable development, it tries to incorporate regional differences in an irregular scenario of water resources distribution and water demand (VEIGA; MAGRINI, 2013). Over the 19 years of the promulgation of the Federal Law, several CBHs were installed in Brazil at the federal level (in river basins under the Union domain; rivers which crosses two or more states) and state level (rivers completely insered in a state). With regard to the charge instrument, the law defines its objectives:
to recognize water as an economic good and to give the user an indication of its real value; encouraging the rational use of water and raising funds to finance programs and interventions covered in water resources plans.
In Portugal, Law 58/2005 adapted into national law Directive 2000/60/EC of the European Union (PORTUGAL, 2005) . In 2009, following this law, the government has decentralized its management by creating eight river basin districts, in charge of autonomous bodies entitled Regional Hydrographic Administration (ARH). They also created 5 Region Hydrographic Councils, with advisory bodies functions. By Decree-Law 45/94 (PORTUGAL, 1994) , the River Basin Councils constituted advisory bodies of regional planning, having been consulted for approval of river basin management plans in , law 58/2005 (PORTUGAL, 2005 was revised and the management of water in Portugal was re-centralized, being governed by the (APA -Portuguese Environment Agency). Thus, the administrations of river basin as public institutions with autonomy were extinguished and continued as regional departments of the APA (Decree Law 130/2012) (PORTUGAL, 2012) . The River Basin Councils are still mentioned as advisory bodies, however, Article 12 which defined its powers, has been revoked. These councils haven't gathered since 2012. The water management in Portugal did not go through a process of decentralization and, although the river basin councils and water resources plans have been created, decisions remained centralized (VEIGA, 2007) . The author also highlights that social involvement and contributions of civil society are considered, provided they do not contradict the interests of the central government. Other times and formatio of public participation and society information in Portugal may be considered essentially passive forms of participation and performed "top down" (DURÃO; VIEGAS PITEIRA; MORAIS, 2012; VASCONCELOS, et al., 2011) .
In both studies cases (Brazil and Portugal) bottom-up and top-down characteristics are observed on how to implement bulk water charges. In Brazil, the charge was much discussed in the Paraiba River Committee (CBH-PB), suggesting, changes in state law. However, in Portugal the Water Resources fee was not evaluated by the members of the Alentejo Hydrographic Region (CRH -Alentejo), featuring a form of discussion bottom-up. Management models in some countries, where distinct characteristics regarding the implementation of the charging instrument are observed, are presented as follows.
France waters law dates from 1964 (Law 64,1245/64) (FRANÇA, 1964) having been updated in 1992. In 2003, the 1992 Water Law (FRANÇA, 1992) was revised and influenced by the Water Framework Directive (WFD), promoting greater public involvement in water issues. One of the main features of the French experience is the extensive participation of water users in the discussions. Charging and allocation of water resources are delegated to the river committees. The first years of water management have been marked by tensions and technical and legal impasses relating to charging. Initially the agricultural sector was not fully inserted in the charging process. This segment began its participation in 1986 only, when they decided to join the system, almost symbolically, so that they could benefit from the funding policy of the river basin agencies (MARTINS, 2008; BRUN, 2010 BRUN, , 2014 . Veiga (2007) states that the French decentralization (Portugal) cases study is considered unfinished, because there is always a demand for better conditions for services transferred from the State to the local authorities, as well as overlapping roles are observed mainly related to economic weaknesses that hinder certain communities fulfill their functions. Yang et al. (2013) add that the French system made some fundamental errors, arising from a series of environmental disasters, during the phases of industrial development, which are expensive and complex to fix.
In Germany the management of water resources has been provided by law since 1957 through the Federal Water Act ("Wasserhaushaltsgesetz") revised in 1976 (ALEMANHA, 1957) . The water management plan was reviewed thanks to the implementation of the Water Framework Directive for national law in 2002. Various types of waters plans were introduced in German water law, replaced by the planning established by the water Framework Directive (ALBRECHT, 2013). Based on the "payer-polluter" principle, charging for water use in the German system exists in the form of federal sewer rate established in 1976 and initially applied in 1981. The urban and industrial users who release their effluents into rivers pay fee -collected by states -in order to be encouraged to improve the quality of its effluents (CASTRO, 2012).
The most relevant example of the management of German waters is the experience of the Ruhr River basin. Since the creation of the Ruhr Water Dam Association, it has been established that all members (industrial and commercial enterprises, municipalities and communities) follow the decision taken in assembly, fixing charging for the water use and pollution (BODE; EVERS; ALBRECHT, 2003) . According to Reis, Quevedo and Naime (2013) , countries like Germany and France stand out in the water management process, due to the civil society action. The authors add that in the German management model the integration between industries, municipalities and other members of civil society is possible, ensuring the participation of all segments interested in the decision process.
The management models associated with the participation of interested parties are able to enhance both the level of involvement of the collegiate bodies and the quality of environmental decisions, reflecting the different forms of participation in issues related to charging for water use.
In the examples cited above, countries like France and Germany have a more decentralized management model, capable of conducting discussions about the management tools specifically charging for the use of water, so that those stakeholders may give feedback and suggest improvements the decision-making process.
According to Avritzer (2012) literature has a study variety that is able to describe the genealogy and the implementation process of participatory structures. However, few attempts to compare and evaluate the operation of these participatory mechanisms in different political and institutional contexts were done, as well as to analyze the impact on public policy.
MATERIAL AND METHODS
This study is based on different methodologies such as interviews, observation and document analysis (minutes, reports, attendance lists). The article will focus on the analysis of the Alentejo Hydrographic Region Council during its operating period (2009-2012) (AGÊNCIA PORTUGUESA DO AMBIENTE, 2013) and of meetings minutes of the Paraiba River Committee (2007 to 2013) (AESA, 2011), -some minutes were made available through personal contact -and the analysis of policy-making documents, such as Hydrographic Regional Management Plan (PGRH) and the State Water Resources Plan (PERH-PB).
The analysis of the minutes consisted in the identification and categorization of all interventions that directors/members have made in the meetings, such as presentations, proposals, requests for information, answers/explanations, comments, and/or protocol. In the CRH-Alentejo, who defined the composition was the government, itemizing each participant in CRH, including the various sectors related to water management (Decree 394/2008) (PORTUGAL, 2008a) . One way found to systematize the representatives was to identify the categories of stakeholder who have made interventions in the meetings, which were divided as follows: Central Administration (AC); Local Administration (AL); Scientific-Technical Sector (TC); Economic Activities (AE); Civil Society (SC). For the Brazilian case, the segments are divided according to the respective regulations: Public Power (PP); Civil Society (SC), Water Users (AU).
A representation analysis was not carried out in the segments, only participant observation. Although the municipal government represents the local society in general, it had little contribution to meeting discussions and to the dissemination of the studied collective bodies actions.
The issues referred to in the meetings were distributed as follows: risk management (prevention and mitigation of the effects of pollution and drought protection) and recovery of water resources; monitoring, research and knowledge; participation, communication and governance; organizational processes in CRH; economic and financial framework; institutional and regulatory framework; water quality; quantity of water. Data collection on the functioning of CRH-Alentejo and of CBH-Paraíba and on their relations with other bodies and political processes may have restrictions because the minutes are sources of information that may have limitations.
This analysis was also based on both formal talks with members of the CBH-PB and of the CRH-Alentejo and on participant observation at meetings of the CBH-PB. In CRH-Alentejo and CBH-PB interviews were conducted directed to the segments that make up the two bodies. For the CRH-Alentejo, 20 members were interviewed, distributed among teachers, technicians of the local administration, consultants and segment of economic activities.
In CBH-PB, 27 members were interviewed (distributed among civil society, water users and public authorities). CBH-PB and CRH-Alentejo attendance lists were also tools of analysis of this reseacrh. In the period studied for the CBH-PB seven meetings happened. Only five meetings attendance lists were available. The lists had information on the institutions that are part of the CBH, their representatives and their signatures.
Study area

Paraiba River Basin and Alentejo Hydrographic Region
The state of Paraiba had its State Water Resources Policy approved by Law 6,308/96 (PARAÍBA, 1996) . The process to create state committees in Paraiba began in 2000 when work were Ribeiro et al. started in watersheds. The participation of committees in the System Management and Water Resources Planning is provided for in Resolution 01/03 (PARAÍBA, 2003) of the State Water Resources Council. The charge for bulk water use was provided for in Article 19 of Law 6,308/96 (PARAÍBA, 1996) . However, the charge was only discussed by CBH-PB members in 2007. The first year of operation of CBHs was marked by several discussions around bulk water charges, which resulted in the drafting and approval of Resolution 01/2008 (AESA, 2008a) -determining values and criteria for charging for bulk water use.
In 2007, there was an interesting discussion within the State domain river basins committees on the need to revise text of the state law in order to provide compliance with the guidelines of the National Water Resources Policy (PNRH). Among the changes, the explicit consideration of basin committees as members of the state water management system. The current text of Law 6,308/96 (PARAÍBA, 1996) was given, therefore, by Law 8,446/07 (PARAÍBA, 2007) . Among the committees that discussed this law was the Paraiba River Basin Committee, object of study of this research. The Paraiba River Basin is divided into four sub-regions: the river basin districts of the Upper, Middle and Lower River Paraiba Course and the sub-basin of the Taperoá River (Figure 1a ). According to the Internal Rules of the CBH-PB (AESA, 2008b), it should be composed of sixty (60) 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Paraiba River Basin Comittee
According to attendance list provided in CRH (AGÊNCIA PORTUGUESA DO AMBIENTE, 2013) and CBH-PB (AESA, 2011) -it must be highlighted that some lists were made available through personal contact -the civil society segment achieved the highest rate of participants (40%), followed by Government (31%) and water users (29%). An average attendance of 24.8 members per meeting was observed, featuring high failure rate, by some sectors. Some meetings of the CBH -PB were scheduled, but could not be held for lack of quorum. By criterion an institution is eliminated when its representing member misses two consecutive meetings in the same calendar year without justification accepted by the plenary. Plenary meetings in CBH-PB were focused on various topics, in order of frequency: the exemption from charges for the agricultural sector, the collection values and the amount of exemption; the change of the State Water Resources Policy (PERH) by Law 8,446/07 (PARAÍBA, 2007) in order to align the water policy of Paraiba with federal water policy and the proposed revision of the Internal Regime of the CBH-PB. However, there is no scheduled annual meeting posted on the site (AESA, 2015) . In the elaboration of the agenda of the meetings, members may request inclusion of matters to be addressed in CBH-PB. For example, discussions on charging were requested mostly by members of civil society. The second administration of CBH-PB exercised his mandate during the period September 2011 to April 2014. In 2014 changes were discussed in the Internal Regime of CBH-PB, where the following changed: (i) The mandate of the CBH-PB members increased from two years to four years; (ii) If there is no quorum for holding of the regular meeting on the first call, there will be reconvening after 30 minutes, in which the meeting will be held with any number of members present in the plenary; (iii) in relation to the Deliberations, they will represent a form of manifestation of the plenary in the case of decision on the matter linked to CBH-PB and how to pronounce in manifestation of any kind.
In May 2014 they took possession of the new members that make up the third management of the Paraiba river basin Committee. Generally, the board of CBH -PB is represented by three segments that make up the Committee.
According to Table 1 , the interventions are around proposals and clarification of the bulk water charge. Discussions on charging the CBH -PB focused on criteria and values for water use. In January 2008, the CBHs approved the respective Resolutions defining how to implement and determining the amounts to be charged in their areas. There is a difference between the values adopted for public supply (R$ 0.012/m 3 ) and irrigation/other agricultural uses (R$ 0.003/m 3 ) -this being scaled value until the third year of the recovery (R$ 0.005/m 3 ). The CBHs must meet the provisions of the CERH billing resolution and collection decree. What is decided can not be contemplating (accepted) by the higher court (CERH). In the case of Paraiba, there was no conflict between the CBHs deliberations and resolution of CERH and nor between CERH with Paraíba State Decree (33,613/2012) (PARAÍBA, 2012) .
According to Ribeiro (2011) , to meet the principles of decentralized and participatory management, the instrument to charge the use of bulk water needs to be assessed, at the time of installation of state CBHs, by the committees in Paraíba. Based on the deliberations of CBHs, the State Water Resources Council (CERH) (AESA2008a, c, d) approved the charge, through Resolution 07/09 (PARAÍBA, 2010) . In 2011 the CERH issued 11/11 Resolution (PARAÍBA, 2011a), redraft and added the devices related to charging for water use. Resolution 12/11 (PARAÍBA, 2011b) was also approved and forwarded to the Chieff of Staff of the Paraíba Government, proposing Decree to regulate state domain raw water use charge. On 14 December 2012, the charge for water use was approved in the State of Paraiba through Decree N o . 33,613/2012 33,613/ (PARAÍBA, 2012 . In July 2015, the charge was implemented in Paraiba, initiating the process of collection of funds. Figure 2 presents members percentage who talked about the charge in CBH-PB meetings. Figure 2 . Percentage of members, considering its segment, who discussed bulk water charge in CBH -PB.
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The percentages were distributed considering the number of members who have positioned themselves on the collection in the meetings in relation to the total of members present. According to the graph, the segment that was more envolved in discussion was the Civil Society (50%), followed by Public Power (29%) and water users (21%).
Alentejo Hydrographic Region Council
The participation of the segments in the CRH-Alentejo, on average, was distributed as follows: Local Administration, 38%; Central administration, 23%; Representatives of Economic Activities, 16%; Sector Scientific-Technical, 19% and Civil Society, 4%. For the CRH-Alentejo, the average participation of directors was 33.4 members per meeting (RIBEIRO et al., 2013) , corresponding to 58% of the total membership. As regards the functioning of CRH-Alentejo, the topics discussed were, in order of frequency: the institutional and legal framework; organizational processes CRH; economic and financial framework; monitoring, research and knowledge; water quality; quantity of water; risk management and enhancement of the public domain; participation, communication and governance. For the subjects of these interventions, they focused, in order of frequency on: water quality; quantity of water; monitoring, research and knowledge; institutional and regulatory framework; economic and financial framework; participation, communication and governance; organizational processes CRH; and risk management and exploitation of water resources. TRH (Water Resources Fee) in Portugal is one of the issues on which the CRHs should decide, producing opinions on the subject. However, TRH was set before the CRHs was instituted and, in this case, there is no indication of public participation in formal contexts. There are discussions and proposals for the definition and application of TRH in CRHs. The CRH-Alentejo did not have a public position because it was not consulted on the TRH even with the topic being discussed in the meetings. Table 2 shows the types of interventions in relation to TRH according to different categories of stakeholders in the CRH-Alentejo.
.The collection of TRH started in 2009. The representatives of economic activities questioned the process, highlighting the lack of information and participation of users. However, the Regional Hydrographic Administration (ARH) says that TRH was discussed and disclosed. In the last meeting of the Council, in June 15 2012, the Central Administration made explanations regarding TRH stating to that part of the fee goes to the Water Resources Protection Fund, which has worked incipiently. As indicated in Table 2 , members who attended most of the discussions involving TRH in CRH-Alentejo were: local administration and representatives of economic activities. The percentage of members who discussed TRH by segment, in meetings of the Council is presented in Figure 3 .
The most discussed segments on the topic were Local Government (53%) and Economic Activities (30%), followed by the Sector Technical Scientific (14%) and Central Administration presented (3%). The Civil Society segment consists of environmental non-governmental organizations or associations with economic activities related to water, which may have influenced the types of questions, which are more focused on environmental issues. The types of interventions among their members differ widely. While the representatives of economic activities made requests for information, comments and proposals, local administration intervened to make clarifications and some presentations. The discussion at the central level of TRH without the direct participation of members of Hydrograhic Region Council, brought the CRH-Alentejo some questions as to their application form. Some respondents did not agree with the model that was being drafted without the TRH discussion. One of the points highlighted by the members was in relation to the amounts charged and the scarcity coefficient (applied according to the different climatic conditions). According to Decree-Law 97/2008 (PORTUGAL, 2008c , the base value for the calculation of TRH components is calculated for the following uses: agriculture, fisheries, aquaculture, marine and biogenetic cultures; production of hydroelectric energy; production of thermal power; water systems of public supply and other uses. The little information passed on by the ARH on the amount raised from the fee were also questioned by respondents as weak point in the meeting, demanding the presentation and the investment of the amount collected. Asked if the ARH Alentejo granted information on TRH in CRH-Alentejo, most respondents said yes. However, little information on the amount transferred was given. The format of meetings and the level and quality of the participation were also emphasized by the members in the interviews. Respondents members contributed with suggestions on how the meetings were conducted, noting that smaller working groups could be put to better use, bringing more quality to the debate with the other members. It requested further dissemination of information on TRH, highlighting the importance of the role of ARH-Alentejo in the processes of public participation. The ARH Alentejo said that TRH impacts in various sectors of activity have been extensively discussed, and that an analysis of its economic impact on different types of farms had already been carried out. In addition to disagree with the definition of process and application of TRH, representatives of economic activities, especially irrigation, questioned the date of implementation of TRH, stating that Portugal was two years ahead the other Europe countries in this aspect, defending the its start in 2010 and not in 2008. Nevertheless, irrigators were among the users who paid TRH for the year 2009, having high expectation on the Protection Fund of Water Resources, one of the main destinations of revenues of TRH, and claiming the increased information on their implementation.
For the CRH -Alentejo, some TRH issues are set out in Water Resources Management Plan (Measures Program), a document that specifies the actions to be undertaken. For CBH -PB, the Paraíba Water Resources Plan -developed in 2006 -was previously set in relation to the discussions on bulk water charges. As for the Paraiba River Basin Plan, it is outdated.
CONCLUSIONS
For good water governance, it is necessary that public participation seeks more creative and innovative solutions. Besides government must aim and be able to continue these solutions through the implementation of management tools. Stakeholders evolment in the discussion spaces becomes essential once it demands dialogue and consensus, fundamental characteristics which should be established in participatory processes. The participation of agents should not be used for the representation of interested segments only -as provided by law. The democratic principle of representation should be associated with the legitimacy and representativeness, ensuring that the segments can act with autonomy and coherence.
In Portugal, although the local government sector has shown a higher percentage of participation, its position related to TRH (Water Resources Fee) was directed to provide some clarification, with no further guidance. However, the sector of economic activities showed interest in discussion about TRH, requesting clarification on various aspects of fee. The civil society sector is composed mainly by environmental non-governmental organizations or associations with economic activities related to water. However, due to the low association, meetings had few contributions. Among the highlighted points, TRH formula coefficients calculation was questioned. However, this discussion did not influence the formula of TRH. Once the management model was advisory only, no participation channels was opened for possible changes to TRH. Public participation had not, in fact, any propositional power, and there are no contributions from members of the CRH-Alentejo to TRH.
In Brazil, considering the study case, the municipal government, as well as federal government, could not contribute much to the discussions. The low participation of municipal government (with percentages ranging from 7% to 10%) associated with lack of continuity in the discussions, as well as the scarce amount of gazetted technicians in the municipalities, may have influenced the absence of proposals relating to the collection. In Paraíba, the body responsible for water resources is the State Department of Infrastructure, Water Resources, Environment and Science and Technology (SEIRHMACT), while CAGEPA (Water and Sewerage Company of Paraíba) manages the supply water and sewage.
However, the civil society segment represented by regional associations, technical and educational organizations, non-governmental organizations, among others recognized by CERH (State Water Resources Council), had a strong influence on changes in charge aspects, reflecting significant changes in water management. The participation, when establishing a supervisory/resolutive format allows more information exchange, setting a more active and contributor model of public participation. Unlike the Portuguese case, CBH-PB stood outside the time cycle at the time of elaboration of PERH (Paraíba Water Resources Plan) -in this case it did not count on the participation of state committees of Paraiba. About Water Resources Plans, the Paraíba River Basin Plan is outdated. In 2013, a technical report analyzed Paraíba River Basin Plan, confirming the need to update the Plan. This report was conducted by members of the CBH-PB.
Technical Chambers are part of the organizational structure of the CERH with different characteristics in relation to the themes discussed in the field of water resources management, including the management tools. However, working groups were formed to discuss communication on the committee, bylaws changing proposals and training of members.
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The results of this research reinforces the need for Water Resources Policies to promote public participation through discussion formats, able to involve key stakeholders, and to create conditions for the development of cooperative relations. It is importante to highlight that this necessity applies more to the Portuguese case. The gaps observed in the Portuguese case are reflected by the top-down management model, where rare issues can be inserted to the discussions. For the Brazilian model, adjustments are still necessary in water management, in order to promote more active participation of the members and the strengthening of local bases by social learning.
For future researches, it is suggested to compare the opinion of the segments separately from CBH-Paraíba (Brazilian case) and CRH-Alentejo (Portuguese case).
